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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE NATA SUBCOMMITTEE
Pand Information Conference Call Mesting
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1. Opening (5min.) Dr. Mitchdl Smdll
Pand Chair
A. Introductions

B. Overview
II. Agency setting the context (10 min.) Dave Guinnup
OAQPS

A. Overview

NOTE: Presentation materialswill be posted on the Web at a URL to be
announced

B. Review maerids and the Charge

[11. Panel questions/concerns (whatever it takes) Pandlists
A. Points of clarification
B. Generd concerns about the project, if any
C. Specific concerns about specific Charge elements
D. Specific concerns about the process and schedule

V. Summary (5 min.) Dr. Smdl
A. What the Agency has agreed to do in preparation for the March mesting
B. What the Panelists have agreed to do in preparation for the March meeting



Chargeto the Environmental M odels Subcommittee of the SAB
for
Review of the NATA National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment for 1996

Background

The air toxics program was authorized under the 1970 Clean Air Act and reauthorized through the
1990 Amendments to the Clean Air Act (CAA). Since 1990, EPA and its regulatory partners, including
State, locd, and triba governments, have made congderable progress in reducing emissions of air toxics
through regulatory, voluntary, and other programs. To date, the overdl air toxics program has focused
on reducing emissons of air toxics from mgor ationary sources through the implementation of

technol ogy-based emissions standards. These actions, as well as actions to address mobile and
dtationary sources under other CAA programs, have achieved substantial reductionsin air toxics
emissons. We expect, however, that the emission reductions that will result from these actions may only
be part of what is necessary to protect public hedth and the environment from air toxics. To progress
toward the god of protecting public hedth and the environment by reducing sgnificant risks, we intend
to work with our regulatory partners and other stakeholder groups, including industry, small businesses,
and public interest groups, in making use of a combination of statutory authorities, regulatory activities,
and voluntary initiatives. Our overal approach to reducing air toxics risks congsts of four key
components. 1) source-specific and sector-based standards (e.g., risk-based standards, under the
Residud Risk Program'; area source standards, through the Integrated Urban Air Toxics Strategy)?; 2)
nationa, regiond, and community-based initiatives, 3) Nationa Air Toxics Assessment (NATA)
activities; and 4) education and outreach.

Asaprimary component of our nationa air toxics program, NATA activitiesinclude al data gathering,
analyses, assessments, characterizations, and rel ated research needed to support the other components
of our ar toxics program. More specificaly, NATA activitiesinclude: expanding ar toxics monitoring;
improving and periodicaly updating emissions inventories, periodicaly conducting nationd- and loca-
scae ar quaity, multi-media and exposure moddling; characterizing risks associated with air toxics
exposures, and continuing research on hedth and environmenta effects of, and exposures to, both
ambient and indoor sources of air toxics. Over time, these technica support activities will help us set
program priorities, characterize risks, and track progress toward meseting our overdl nationd air toxics
program gods, as well as specific risk-based gods such as those of the Integrated Urban Air Toxics
Strategy .

As part of the NATA activities, we have completed an initid nationa -scale assessment that
demondtrates an gpproach to characterizing air toxics risks nationwide. Thisinitial assessment provides
preliminary information for characterizing, on anationd scale, potentia hedlth risks associated with

! The Residua Risk Report to Congress was reviewed by the Residua Risk Subcommittee of
the SAB on August 3, 1998.

2 The Integrated Urban Air Toxics Strategy is documented in 64 FR 38705



inhalation exposures to 32 air toxics identified as priority pollutants by our Integrated Urban Air Toxics
Strategy. In addition, the assessment examines the inhaation exposure resulting from emissions of diesdl
particulate matter. The design of this assessment, in terms of the modeling tools and input data used,
necessarily reflects limitations in the depth or comprehensiveness of the andysisin order to dlow for the
breadth of a national-scale assessment. As a conseguence, the assessment cannot characterize local-
scale impacts and risks, and it does not address exposures by ingestion or derma contact, which may be
important for some of these substances. Results of the assessment may, however, be used, to assst in
identifying areas that have the potentid for disproportionate cumulative inhaation risks. This assessment
isdso limited by the uncertainties inherent in the various types of data and methods currently available.
Despite these limitations, thisinitia national-scae assessment represents an important first sep in
providing information to guide us, our regulaory partners, and stakeholders in developing and
implementing various aspects of our nationd air toxics program.

Purpose and Goals

It isimportant to note that we will not use thisinitid nationa-scale assessment directly as abasisfor
regulating sources of air toxics. While our regulaory prioritieswill be informed by this and other
assessments, we will develop risk-based regulations on the basis of more refined and source-specific
data and assessments.

The primary gods of the initid national-scae assessment are to assst in:
. Identifying air toxics of greatest potential concern, in terms of contribution to population risk;

. Characterizing the relative contributions to air toxics concentrations and popul ation exposures
from different types of air toxics emisson sources,

. Setting priorities for the collection of additiond air toxics data (e.g., emisson data, ambient
monitoring data, data from persona exposure monitoring) for use in loca-scae and
multipathway modeling and assessments, and for future research to improve estimates of air
toxics concentrations and their potentia public hedth impacts;

. Egtablishing a basdline for tracking trends over time in modeled ambient concentrations of air
toxics, and

. Egtablishing a basdine for measuring progress toward meseting gods for inhdation risk reduction
from ambient air toxics.

Chargeto the Subcommittee

While anumber of the elements of this assessment have dready undergone scientific peer review (see
section 2.6.1), the entire assembly of these dements and gpplication of the full assessment gpproach
have not. Thus, we request that this Subcommittee review the gpproach, conclusions, and
recommendations of this integrated national-scale air toxics assessment. Keeping in mind the stated



gods and prdiminary nature of this assessment, we ask the Subcommittee to generdly comment on the
gppropriateness of the overall approach, including the data, models, and methods used, and the waysin
which these dements have been integrated. Also, we ask the Subcommittee to suggest ways to improve
these approaches for subsequent national-scale assessments.

In providing your comments, we ask the Subcommittee to focus on the following specific questions:

1. Given the nature of the NTI and the methods by which it was developed and reviewed, have
avallable emissons data been gppropriately adapted for use in this assessment? Can you suggest
improvements to EPA’s gpplication of the NTI for usein future initid national-scale assessments?
a) Can you suggest improvements to the treatment of compound classes (e.g., chromium and
compounds), given the nature of the information available in the inventory?
b) Can you suggest improvements to the methods used to spatialy distribute area and mobile source
emissons?
¢) Canyou suggest improvements to the methods used to specify default point source emission
characterigticsin lieu of missng emissons data?

2. Isthe gpproach taken for the geographic aggregation of ambient and exposure concentrations
generated by the ASPEN and HAPEM4 models appropriate in light of the limitations of the moddls, the
available emissons data, and the results of the comparisons of ambient predictions with ambient
monitoring data?

3. Hasavallable dose-response information (e.g., different sources of information, a different
prioritization scheme) been appropriately used in this assessment? Can you suggest methods that could
improve upon the use of available dose-response information?

4. What are the strengths and the weaknesses of the overal conceptua approach to risk
characterization used in this assessment? Given the underlying science and the intended purposes of the
assessment, can you suggest ways in which the risk characterization could be improved?
a) Isthe method used to aggregate cancer risks appropriate? The aggregation of carcinogenic risk
within two categories, based on weight-of-evidence classifications, is of particular interest.
b) Isthe method used to aggregate non-cancer hazards appropriate? The summeation of hazard
quotients within target organs, the categorization of sums by ranges of uncertainty factors, and the
inclusion of al target organs (as opposed to only the organs associated with the critical effect) are of
particular interest.

5. Although EPA has concluded that available data are not sufficient to develop a riable quantitative
edimate of cancer unit risk for diesd emissions, it is clear that this pollutant class may be of significant
concern in anumber of urban settings. The risk characterization in this report includes a discusson of
diesd particulate matter to help states and loca areas frame the importance of this pollutant compared to
the other air toxics. In the context of this assessment, isthe discussion in this report regarding making
risk comparisons among other air toxics appropriate? Can you provide any suggestions that would



improve upon this gpproach to comparing the toxic health effects of diesdl particulate matter with other
pollutants?

6. Given the limitations inherent in this preliminary assessment, have uncertainty and variability been
appropriately characterized?
a) Can you suggest ways that the characterization of uncertainty and variability could be improved,
made more trangparent, or integrated more effectively into the risk characterization?
b) Can you suggest methods for quantifying individua as well as composite uncertainties associated
with the emissons inventory, disperson modeing, exposure modeling, dose-response assessment,
quantitative risk estimates, and accumulation of risk across air toxics?

7. Havethe results of the assessment been gppropriately and clearly presented? Can you suggest
dternative methods or formats that could improve the presentation and communication of these results?

8. The exposure methodology in NATA is being considered as one candidate for providing the basis for
anaiond scae benefits analyss (as required in Section 812 of the CAA). Please comment on the
strengths and weaknesses of this gpproach, recognizing the limitations outlined in the NATA report.

9. Do you have suggestions for research priorities that would improve such air toxics assessmentsin the
future?
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